REMARKS 

The Examiner imposed a five way restriction on the claims, stating the inventions are 
unrelated if it can be shown that they are not capable of being used together AND they have 
different modes of operations, different functions, or different effects. The Examiner noted the 
identified Groups have different effects because they have different compositions. 

GROUP I.: Claim 7 is recites a method of chemical mechanical polishing with a 
polishing slurry comprising a first oxidizer and a second oxidizer exhibiting a synergistically 
increased substrate removal rate. Claims 8 to 23 depend from claim 7. 

GROUP II.: Claim 35 recites a method of chemical mechanical polishing with a 
polishing slurry comprising a first oxidizer and a second oxidizer contacting the surface with a 
polishing slurry comprising a first oxidizer and a second oxidizer that is an indirect source of 
hydrogen peroxide. Claims 36 to 46 depend from claim 35. 

GROUP III.: Claim 24 and dependent claims 25 to 29 recite a method of chemical 
mechanical polishing with a polishing slurry comprising about 0. 1 molar hydroxylamine and an 
abrasive. Similarly, claim 30 and dependent claims 3 1 to 34 recite a method of chemical 
mechanical polishing with a polishing slurry comprising about 2% to about 10% hydroxylamine 
and an abrasive. Similarly, claim 49 and dependent claims 50 to 52 recite a method of chemical 
mechanical polishing with a polishing slurry comprising about 0.005% to about 0.36% 
hydroxylamine and an abrasive. 

GROUP IV.: Claim 47 recites a method of chemical mechanical polishing with a 
polishing slurry comprising about 2% urea hydrogen peroxide. 

GROUP V.: Claim 48 recites a method of chemical mechanical polishing a surface with 
a polishing slurry comprising about 10% hydroxylamine nitrate and about 56 ppm copper to 
about 71 ppm copper when polishing the surface. 

Applicants elect group I, claims 7-23, with traverse with respect to Group II as discussed 
herein. The invention of claim 7 is the synergistic combination of two oxidizers in a chemical 
mechanical polishing slurry. By synergistic we mean that the composition shows a metal 
removal rate greater than that which could be expected by the mere additive effect of each 
oxidizer individually. The "effect" is the synergistic increase in metal removal. 

With respect to Group II, claims 35 to 46, applicants respectfully traverse. Claim 35 does 
not contain the synergistic requirement of claim 7. However, it does recite the requirements that 
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there be first and second oxidizers, and further notes that the second oxidizer in an indirect 
source of hydrogen peroxide. The specification on page 19 describes the problem that hydrogen 
instability, and notes the use of a compound which is an indirect source of hydrogen peroxide is 
useful in formulating more stable polishing slurries. The first full paragraph on page 21 states 
that hydrogen peroxide can be one of two oxidizers (the second being named here as 
hydroxylamine) where the combination gives a polishing composition providing synergistic 
removal rates. Here, claim 35 recites the second oxidizer is an indirect source of hydrogen 
peroxide, while the dependent claims 36 to 40 recite the other oxidizer is an hydroxylamine or 
salt thereof, dependent claims 41 to 42 recite exemplary indirect sources of hydrogen peroxide, 
and remaining dependent claims recite other adjuvants added to the base mixture. Therefore, it 
can be seen that the restriction requirement between Group I and Group II is improper, and 
Applicants respectfully request this portion of the Restriction requirement be reconsidered. 

Applicants concur with the Examiner that Groups III and IV recite only one oxidizer. 
These claims are cancelled as being drawn to a non-elected embodiment. 

Group V relates to a composition comprising the hydroxylamine compound and also 
comprising copper. This claim is cancelled. 

Claims 50 to 52 are amended to depend from claim 7. No new matter has been added. 

Conclusions 



allowance, early notice of which would be appreciated. Should the Examiner disagree, 
Applicant respectfully requests that the undersigned be contacted to resolve any remaining issues 
forestalling allowance of the claims. 



however, please charge the required fees to Morgan Lewis & Bockius LLP Deposit Account No. 



Applicant respectfully submits that the application is now in condition for 



No fee is believed to be due for this submission. Should any fees be due, 



50-3010. 
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